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IN THE SUPREME COURT 
OF THE STATE OF UTAH 
TRADE COMMISSION OF UTAH, \ 
STATE OF UTAH, 
Plaintiff atnd Appellamt, 
vs. 
8KAGGS DRUG CENTERS, INC., 
GRAND CENTRAL STORES, 
INC., dba W ARSHA vV'S GIANT 
FOODS AND GRAND CENTRAL 
DRUGS, INC. 
Def end ants-Respondents, 
and 
U'l1 AH RETAIL GROCERS 
ASSOCIATION, 
Intervenor-Appellant. 
Case No. 
11034 
RESPONDEN'l1 'S PETITION FOR REHEARING 
Defendant-Resvondent Grand Central Stores, Inc., 
dba, Warshaw's Giant Foods and Grand Central Drugs, 
Inc., a Utah corporation, by and through its counsel 
of record and pursuant to Rule 7G (e) Utah Rules of 
Civil Procedure, respectfully petitions this Honorable 
Court for rehearing in the above entitled cause upon 
thP following grounds: 
1. The opinion of the Court is in error in citing the 
c-a::-;e of State v. Potcllo, 40 Utah 56, 119 P. 1023, as hold-
1 
ing that "the legislature has simply declared it unfair 
to accomplish it [capture a competitor's business] 
through giving away goods or services or selling them 
for less than cost." 
2. The Court in the previous opinion made a com-
pletely erroneous reading of the record in this case 
regarding a limitation of quantity on the sale of Lel' 
men's pants by defendant-respondent, Grand Central. 
3. The Court erred in its citation of the case of 
Robert H. Hinckley Inc. v. State Tax Comm., 17 Utah 
2d 70, 404 P .2d 62 ( 1965) in support of the proposition 
that "the constitutionality of a statute is not to be de-
cided on questions of inconvenience, or difficulty in appli-
cation of a cost standard." 
4. The Court erred in holding that the case of Burt 
v. Woolsulate, 106 Utah 156, 146 P.2d 203, supports the 
proposition that "moreover the overwhelming weight of 
the more recent judicial decisions has been in favor of 
such [sales below cost] legislation." 
5. The opinion of the Court is in error in holding 
that General Electric Co. v. Thrifty Sales, Inc., 5 Utah 
2d 326, 301 P .2d 7 41 ( 1956) is distinguishable and not 
controlli~g in the case at bar. 
6. The Court erred in holding that "it does not lir 
within the province of the court to pass upon the wisdom, 
the need or desirability of any legislation, nor to choose 
between two opposing political philosophies." 
WHEREFORE, respondent requests that a hearing 
be granted and that the Court re-examine the law and 
the evidence and affirm the trial court judgment entered 
in favor of defendants in this matter. 
Attorneys for Defendant-Respondent 
Grand Central Stores, Inc. 
206 El Paso Natural Gas Bldg. 
Salt Lake City, Utah 
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